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Preface
Talking past one another and engaging in tone deaf conversations without any
situational awareness are daily occurrences in today’s society. This inability to hear
another’s experience or be aware of self and other can happen in any setting;
conversations with close friends or colleagues, clinical supervision, staff meetings,
clinical settings (e.g., psychiatric hospitals, prisons, VAs), exchanges on social media,
and countless more. The following are several personal anecdotes that have caused one or
both parties to become contentious and emotionally activated during an exchange that
lacked awareness and attunement to self and other.
First, I would like to share a discussion between close friends of mine. In this
discussion, we were discussing perceived racial dynamics in our culture and politics.
Being Black and African Americans, we each contributed different and shared
experiences of the sociopolitical culture of being “black” in Obama’s America. Barack
Obama becoming the first Black president of the United States of America was
monumental for all of us. For the first time, we could truly see ourselves becoming
anything we strived to become. During this discourse, we shifted to sharing our
experiences and perceptions of whether the relationship between White and Black
Americans would improve, stay the same, or get worse. The general consensus amongst
my peers was institutionalized racism will always prevent race relations from improving
and Black people would be more successful living and working separate from their White
counterparts. When I attempted to share my perspective that White allyship can be an
instrumental asset to dismantling institutionalized racism and systemic oppression, I was
received as defending White privilege and advocating against my community. I was
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taken aback and felt hurt as well as unheard in that moment. I thought what I offered was
a solution as well as the opportunity to bring together two groups of people who each had
valid life experiences that (in my opinion) should be shared and could co-exist in the
same spaces. It was shocking to hear that offering White allyship was a part of the
solution to “Black problems” (i.e., racial disparities in education, housing, the workforce,
healthcare, daily interactions, voting, etc.) was viewed as betraying my own community.
My disposition has always been orientated towards finding ways to bring others together
rather than perpetuating divisions. Even as I reflect on this memory, I feel the inner
conflict, confusion, and concern as to whether or not I truly was being disloyal and oversympathizing with White people instead of supporting what was “best” for the overall
Black community.
To juxtapose this arguable possibility of being an advocate of White privilege,
recently I was in a department training to learn a new assessment. The gist of the training
was to teach individuals how to assess an inmate’s level of risk to re-enter the
community. While reviewing a case example, other individuals began to make
disparaging remarks about the inmate who is an actual incarcerated individual at a state
facility. They mocked his lack of education and repeatedly characterized him as having a
“bad attitude” during his previous parole review by making statements such as, “He’s not
expressing enough remorse for me,” “Maybe if he received his bachelor’s we would
score him higher on education as a strength,” “He’s entitled,” and “He has an attitude
problem.” Once again, I was taken aback because of the apparent contempt as well as
lack of developmental- and trauma-informed compassion and awareness. This dynamic
was particularly disturbing since we were discussing an African American inmate who
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committed his crime as a minor and has been incarcerated for over 30 years. He has not
had the opportunity to further his education or take certain programs due to the lack of
resources at the facilities. Among other ironies, his expressed frustration during his last
parole review emerged from repeatedly being recommended to take the very programs he
has been prevented from participating in that could improve his eligibility towards being
deemed an acceptable community risk. Likewise, his demonstrations of remorse and
insight – mitigating factors that are often considered when determining risk of
reoffending – were overlooked or ignored by team members merely because he
verbalized his frustrations rather than remaining quiet during a meeting. In short, rather
than perceiving this inmate from multiple perspectives, the focal point of his portrait was
he had a problematic and entitled attitude, a stance that was bolstered by third hand
anecdotes from White co-workers of family members who reportedly overcame their
difficulties (e.g., substance abuse and poverty) and became successful rather than
committing a crime. Again, such a bootstrap narrative is insensitive and tone deaf to
marginalized populations that have multiple oppressive systems that greatly hinder an
opportunity for upward mobility. It minimizes situational circumstances and life trauma
that led to why this teenager did what he did. It also ignores the very institutional
dynamics – which could reasonably be described as oppressive and racist – that
perpetuated the lack of opportunity for this individual, and kept him imprisoned, in body
and mind, due to a deliberate lack of opportunity, care, or hope.
As you read the previous scenarios, you may find yourself experiencing your own
thoughts and feelings. You may agree or disagree with the characterization of what I have
written. You might feel confused, appalled, curious, or frustrated. Alternatively, perhaps
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you align emotionally or philosophically with the perspectives and practices of the parole
officials and prison system. At the outset of this dissertation, my point in describing these
events is to prime us for what is to come, since our purpose is to make sense of why we
believe what we believe about real world events and dynamics like these. I too feel
uneasy sharing my own voice knowing that I cannot control how it will be interpreted or
experienced by others. That is the point. If we are going to “reimagine racism,”
encountering the empirical reality – as we will – that these issues are literally “more than
black and white,” it is important to hold a degree of discomfort, mainly because that often
is the experience that arises when cherished notions of “truth” or “reality” are challenged
by actual data. Ultimately, I hope my dissertation deepens our understanding of how we
got to, and can move beyond, this place of chronically speaking past one another while
remaining deaf to valid and lived experiences that differ from our own.
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Abstract
Human beings have a set of core needs and inalienable rights. Implicit to such
needs and rights are concepts of potential – to become what we are able to become – and
dignity – to be regarded and treated as equal. Clearly, these aspirational tenets are still not
realizable for many of our fellow beings, both locally and globally. For example, from
the standpoint of this dissertation, racial injustice (e.g., racism, hate crimes,
discriminatory laws and policies, genocide) has – historically and currently – led to
transgenerational trauma and otherizing within communities that are marginalized at
multiple levels of analysis. As will be well documented, evidence from the Beliefs,
Events, and Values Inventory (BEVI) – a comprehensive and mixed methods measure in
development since the early 1990s – empirically and theoretically illuminates the
importance of understanding the etiology of one’s beliefs and values as well as why we
humans advance actions, policies, and practices that are demonstrably derogating, or
facilitating, of our needs and rights. Focusing more closely, Sociocultural Openness, a
scale on the BEVI, allows us to understand processes and variables that are associated
with, and predictive of, openness to and curiosity about cultures and practices that are
different form our own. As such, we consider global data from this scale demonstrating
how, why, under what circumstances, and for whom concepts of race / ethnicity (e.g.,
skin color, hair texture, language, practiced religion and traditions) influence how human
identity and self-structures become organized as they are. As we will document, race /
ethnicity are potently predictive variables overall. However, individuals who are
structured at a “high optimal” level (i.e., more open, accessible, emotionally attuned,
critically minded) tend to be much more similar than different across various markers of
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identity, which suggests that the issue here may not only be categorial variables like race
or ethnicity, but deeper aspects of how and why human selves are structured as they are,
which also is differentially predictive of a greater inclination and capacity to
acknowledge and facilitate needs and rights in self and others. By extension, such
findings suggest a need to “reimagine racism,” since these matters are demonstrably and
empirically more than black and white. Implications and applications of such findings
are discussed in the context of future directions.
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Introduction
It is not our differences that divide us. It is our inability to
recognize, accept, and celebrate those differences. - Audre Lorde

Conversations about issues of race and ethnicity would be enhanced substantially
if we understood that there are vast within group differences in all groups regarding how
the human self is structured. This reality creates confusion because unlike skin color,
these fundamental differences – in how we experience and process emotion, our relative
degree of attributional sophistication, our interest in why and how the “self” works as it
does, our tendency, or not, to stereotype in particular ways – are not readily discernible to
the eye. Instead, they tend to be reduced to categories in our heads about how people with
demonstrable phenotypic characteristics (e.g., skin color, gender) tend to think, feel, and
act. As a result, the deep human complexities among us are boiled down to singular
variables – e.g., the color of our skin – particularly when the “self” experiences or
perceives threat in a myriad of shapes and forms. Conversations are literally reduced to
black and white when gray is desperately called for and needed. A deeper understanding
of self-structure helps us understand why we have such difficulty discussing these
matters, especially when ethnicity is highly salient to one’s identity. In order to create
insight into what is driving conflict, evidence suggests that understanding why and how
we are structured as we are can transform our perception and experience of self and other,
which leads to greater compassion, awareness, and capacity to hold complexity (e.g.,
Iyer, 2013). In this dissertation, by presenting and juxtaposing findings from a range of
interrelated studies, we hope to offer theoretically robust and empirically grounded
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perspectives regarding how we might, and why we should, “reimagine racism” to take
into account the underlying complexities that are actually driving many of the perceptions
we have about the sources of, and solutions to, racially mediated conflict.
In short, to further deepen the possibilities for dialogue and engagement within
and between ethnic groups, we must understand more deeply how and why the human
self is structure as it is, what narrative the self tells itself about its own identity
commitments, and how the structure of the self lends itself to either openness and
receptivity or defensiveness and hostility regarding such matters. To pursue such means
and ends, we draw upon data from the Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory or BEVI, a
comprehensive, mixed methods, and grounded theory measure in development since the
early 1990s, which has been administered all over the world (www.thebevi.com).

The Present Legacy: Complexities and Contexts
Racism remains a powerful concept/organizing principle with real world
implications across a myriad of settings and contexts. This contention should be
noncontroversial, but in a dissertation seeking to “reimagine racism,” it is important first
to acknowledge the pervasive manifestation of racially based actions, policies, and
practices across areas that are fundamental to living in the United States. Although an
exhaustive examination of these matters exceeds the present focus, is may be useful to
highlight disparities across four basic domains: healthcare, income, housing, and
education.
Consider first inequities in healthcare, which are extensive and longstanding. For
example, in 2010, the American College of Physicians published a policy paper that
identified and offered solutions for the disparities in healthcare they uncovered in their
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investigation. The following is a portion of their findings. Racial and ethnic minorities
tend to have less access to adequate healthcare coverage and providers in addition to
receiving poorer quality of care. This includes African Americans being less likely to
receive evidence-based procedures after being hospitalized for myocardial infarctions,
strokes, or heart failure while also receiving delayed access to new cardiac technologies.
African Americans are also more likely to receive later-stage cancer diagnoses which
lowers the probability of survival.
The investigation also found that racial and ethnic minorities report more
communication difficulties with providers as well as experience provider stereotyping.
For example, in a study by van Ryn and Burke (2000), 193 physicians completed
questionnaires intended to assess the physicians’ perceptions and attitudes of their postangiogram treatments patients (n = 618). The researchers found the physicians rated
African Americans as “less intelligent, less educated, more likely to abuse alcohol and
drugs, and more likely to fail to comply with medical advice” than their white
counterparts (p. 821). Such stereotypes are associated with biased recommendations and
interventions on the part of physicians as well as perceived or real discrimination by
patients, which culminated further in mistrust and delayed visits vis-à-vis the healthcare
system. Other notable disparities affecting health include inadequate access to nutritious
foods, an overabundance of fast-food restaurants placed in communities of color,
underrepresentation of racial and ethnic minorities as healthcare providers, higher
mortality rates in African American infants, higher maternal death in African American
mothers, and higher levels of heart disease than their White counterparts (American
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Council of Physicians, 2010; see also Ayanian, 2015; Riddle & Sinclair, 2019; Saluja &
Bryant, 2021; Nearby, 2018).
From an income perspective, racial and ethnic minorities may be three times
poorer on average than their White counterparts while paying proportionally more for a
wide range of good (i.e., cars, homes, properties, land) (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Thomas et
al., 2018). Overall, racial and ethnic minorities earn 40% less than their White peers with
many highly educated people of color being directed towards jobs they are overqualified
for or employment positions with limited opportunities for mobility. Higher paying job
postings are more likely to be advertised in White networks and newspapers and are
marketed more towards White personnel than minority counterparts. In one field
experiment, researchers found there was a 50% gap in callback rates between White and
African American applicants with the exact same resume, but different names (Bertrand
& Mullainathan, 2003).
In terms of housing, units owned by racial and ethnic minorities were devalued by
approximately 30% in a typical market (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Quillian et al. 2020; Thomas
et al., 2018; Yearby, 2018). Likewise, when searching for a home, racial and ethnic
minorities have less access to the entire housing market, which includes not being shown
all the available units and being quoted higher rent/mortgage prices. Banks are more
likely to provide mortgages with higher interest rates to racial/ethnic minorities while
refusing to grant loans in certain neighborhoods to maintain the “integrity” of its
residences (Akbar et al., 2019, Quillian et al., 2020; Thomas et al., 2018). This process
involves “redlining,” which prevents certain applicants from being qualified to apply for
a mortgage within the redlined neighborhoods. Additionally, there is a greater risk of
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housing instability due to reasons including but not limited to gentrification, foreclosures,
evictions, and natural disasters (Swope & Hernández, 2019). Although there are many
reasons for such realities, communities of color are also more likely to be racially
profiled by police and to receive more severe charges and longer sentences in the
racialized criminal court system (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Hetey & Eberhardt, 2018; RoblesRamamurthy & Watson, 2019; Rosenberg et al., 2017). So, the relationship between
“where someone lives” and how such individuals are subsequently perceived and treated
illustrates the racially systemic nature of such processes.
Regarding education, schools located within communities of color are often
objectively described as “inferior” due to the relative lack of financial resources,
overworked, underpaid, and (at times) less-qualified teaching staff, underrepresentation
of students of color in academically gifted programs, lack of special education resources,
and fewer advanced courses offered in the curriculum (American College of Physicians,
2010; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Brunn-Bevel & Byrd, 2015; Fish, 2019; Noguera, 2017).
Minority students are also less likely to graduate with lack of financial resources, which
creates another deterrent for those who seek higher education opportunities. Many
students of color come from modest-incomes that are disproportionately lower than their
White peers. As a result, the cost of pursuing a college or professional degree becomes a
barrier for obtaining the credentials necessary for being hired for a well-paying
occupation. Lastly, regarding disciplinary actions, students of color are more likely to be
viewed as behavioral problems and punished for the same offenses of their White
counterparts, with Black students being suspended and expelled at a drastically higher
rate (Riddle & Sinclair, 2019).
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The point of this admittedly brief overview of these very complex domains is that
race and ethnicity are highly predictive of disparities in contemporary society across four
fundamental areas of daily life. As such, we do not dispute the validity of racial and
ethnic categorizations as a shorthand descriptor to identify what these disparities are and
have been. The problems are – and these points are at the core of the analyses that follow
– the tendency to emphasize this predictive level of analysis, essential as it is, obscures
the interacting complexities that underlie the belief systems that advance, or oppose, the
circumstances and conditions that either perpetuate these inequities or seek their
rectification. In other words, by focusing largely or exclusively on broad brush
categorical differences between groups, we 1) artificially minimize within group
variability, both empirically and conceptually, by equating everyone who appears to be
the member of the same group; 2) risk promoting the same type of stereotyping that is
rightly decried; 3) miss an opportunity for deeper engagement with the complexities of
the issues at hand as well as the etiology of such belief systems in the first place; and 4)
avoid the integral relationship between such belief systems and the actions, policies, and
practices that follow.
Consider, for example, how two people of the same ethnic group might describe
their feelings or beliefs about race. Throw in a political variable as a moderator of racial
beliefs. Evidence suggests that White conservative people in the United States have
highly divergent views on average about race than do White liberal people on average
(e.g., Tabit et al., 2016). These differences have not only to do with how race is
understood between these two groups (conservative vs. liberal) but whether and to what
degree there are relevant issues to consider around race and ethnicity (i.e., whether there

7
is even a problem), much less what to do about any of the issues at hand (e.g.,
conservative white people tend to minimize the role of race and ethnicity as a salient
factor in policy making) (Edmunds et al., 2016).
For example, White conservatives tend to differ from White liberals at a number
of levels on the Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory or BEVI (described below) on
items such as “We should do more to help the minority groups in our culture.”
Complicating matters, however, is the fact that not all White conservatives and not all
White liberals perceive such matters in the same way. In fact, based upon tens of
thousands of administrations of the BEVI all over the world, represented by participants
from over 100 different countries, we know empirically that there often is much greater
within than between group variability on any number of variables, including race and
ethnicity (e.g., Shealy, 2016b; www.thebevi.com). So, what are the consequences – for
interracial understanding and civil discourse in general, much less the attendant actions,
policies, and practices that flow from such understanding and discourse or the lack
thereof – if we reflexively over attribute or erroneously misattribute the same beliefs
systems to entire groups of people, whatever their ethnic status or racial identity? More
deeply, why do human beings hold the beliefs they do about race and ethnicity in the first
place? Can we illuminate how, why, and under what circumstances these similarities and
differences emerge? Why is it important to do so? These very questions – and their
attendant implications – represent the fundamental point and overarching purpose of this
study.

Versions of Reality: Why are we at odds?
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As constructs, the human story of race and ethnicity are as old as recorded history
and, too often, disturbing as well as transcendent of conflicts between Black and White
peoples. To take just one horrific example, consider the underlying rationale for the
Holocaust. Once elected to power in 1933, Adolf Hitler and the Nazi Party began to
implement a systematic anti-Jewish campaign that ended with the mass genocide of the
Jews in Europe; a brutally systematic effort that was referred to as the “Final Solution”
by Nazi leadership.
As early as 1919, Hitler wrote that Jewish people were a race, not a religion, and
labeled their presence in the world as “race-tuberculosis of the peoples” (United States
Holocaust Memorial Museum, n.d.). Grounded in these and related beliefs, a wide range
of discriminatory actions, policies, and practices followed (e.g., anti-Jewish legislation,
Kristallnacht, economic boycotts). Germans were declared “racially superior” to the
Jewish population, who were deemed “inferior” and “an alien threat to the German racial
community” (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2018). After invading Poland
in 1939, ghettos were established throughout Poland and eastern Europe. Polish and
western European Jews were deported to these ghettos which were overcrowded and
unsanitary with inadequate food supplies (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum,
2006). Ultimately, beginning in 1941, the mass killing of Jews began with the creation of
killing centers (e.g., Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, Auschwitz-Birkenau), mobile gas vans,
and labor / concentration camps. In total, over 6 million Jewish men, women, and
children were murdered by the end of World War II. Although Jews were the main target
of the Nazi racism, the Nazi party also persecuted racial groups including Roma (also
referred to as “gypsies”), Afro-Germans, homosexuals, and people with mental or
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physical disabilities (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2018). In fact, any
group that was deemed separate from the Aryan race was designated not only as inferior
but deserving of annihilation. The point is, one need not dig back far historically to find
examples of belief-based systems not only being used, but becoming integral, to the
development and implementation of actions, policies, and practices directed at this or that
group, including, but by no means limited to, Black people historically and currently in
the United States.
This issue of categorizing and reification of labels is well documented in the
psychological and social science literatures. For example, people who are given the name
associated with that of a White person versus a Black person evaluate otherwise
equivalent resumes differently, with the former often preferred over the latter (Bertrand
& Mullainathan, 2003). But these belief-based phenomena transcend racial and ethnic
matters, emerging with other variables as well, such as gender, where similar resume
evaluative processes occur (i.e., male names being preferred over female names with
otherwise identical resumes) (e.g., González et al., 2019; Isaac et al., 2009). Although
there are definite trends, such proclivities do not always occur and often are mediated and
moderated by a very wide range of underlying and interacting variables. In short,
concepts of race and ethnicity are empirically linked to the kinds of outcomes reported
above, but not for everyone, not to the same degree, and not for the same reasons (e.g.,
Edmunds et al., 2016; Tabit et al., 2016).

Reimaging Racism: Accounting for Complexity
By way of illustrating these interacting complexities, consider the following
exchange between ethnicity and policy scholars vis-à-vis the attempt to explain the
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causes and solutions to intractable racial disparities in Great Britain (e.g., Modood,
Berthoud, & Nazroo, 2002; Modood, Berthoud, Lakey, et al., 1997). Among other
salient variables of consequence, education, qualifications, and language, family and
household structures, employment patterns, housing, income, health services, racial
harassment, and cultural identity all were identified as potentially salient. That is because
“Ethnic minority groups at a particular time and place are shaped by racism, or by the
attitudes, behaviours and structures of dominant groups, as well as by their own adapted
heritages, collective action, reaction to exclusion, relations with other minority groups,
and so on” (Modood, Berthoud, & Nazroo, 2002, p. 420). Such perspectives
acknowledge the complexity in delineating between ethnic minority groups, the diversity
within each group, and the need to distinguish between “real social phenomena” rather
than categories that are presumed to be biologically-grounded.
In their analysis, Modood, Berthoud, & Nazroo (2002) also identified racialized
treatment of groups within the White category (e.g., the Irish), indicating that such
phenomena are not restricted to groups typically and correctly thought of as
disenfranchised, and pointing out again the need to examine within-group variability. In
many ways, such matters concern both methodology (e.g., ensuring that samples are
representative) as well as measurement (e.g., empirically evaluating the breadth and
depth of such interactions). As the authors further observe, variables like skin color may
be highly predictive in some countries but not others (e.g., in Ireland, Belgium, Bosnia,
and Rwanda the physical racial characteristics are less salient markers of “who people
are” than in other countries). In short, the concept of race – and the phenomena of racism
and racialization – are historical and contingent rather than intrinsically, biologically, or
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genetically determined. Overall, by examining such interacting complexities within and
between groups, this study – Ethnic Minorities in Britain – was praised by ethnic
minority individuals who
feel it has displayed the rich mix of cultural orientations and identity debates that
exist in what used to be thought of as a homogenous ‘black Britain,’ as well as by
those who say we have empowered them by collecting and analysing data that
shows how certain groups are more disadvantaged than anyone had thought (and
the opposite too)... we have enabled ‘voice’ where there was silence (Modood,
Berthoud, & Nazroo, 2002, p. 425).
At another level of analysis regarding these within- and between-group dynamics,
indigenous researcher Masaki Yuki (2003) applied an emic perspective to review the
theoretical and empirical literature on East Asian collectivism and Social Identity Theory
by conceptualizing East Asian collectivism as an intragroup rather than intergroup
dynamic. Aligned with social identity theory, Yuki (2003) hypothesized that subjective
sociometric knowledge (i.e., the degree to which Japanese people understood the
relational structure of the group and personalities of group members) will be positively
correlated to the strength of in-group loyalty and in-group identity. Additionally, at a
comparative level, Yuki (2003) predicted that in-group identification and perceived ingroup status would be relatively strong among Americans, but not Japanese, because
American in-group loyalty and identity would be predicted by perceived in-group
homogeneity. The study included 122 students from Hokkaido University and 126
students from Ohio State University. The participants completed survey questionnaires
evaluating their perceptions of their respective social groups both small and large. Small
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groups were defined as social clubs or “small-scale affiliations” (Yuki, 2003, p. 173).
Likert scale items (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree) were answered in each
participant's native language (e.g., Japanese or English.)
The findings were mostly consistent with Yuki’s (2003) hypothesis that East
Asian collectivism is based on an understanding of the intragroup relational structure
rather than intergroup comparisons offered by social identity theory. In fact, the critical
factors outlined by social identity theory (i.e., perceived in-group homogeneity and
higher status of in-group than out-group) resulted in weak correlations in the Japanese
sample. In discussing these findings, Yuki suggests that social identity theory was limited
in its applicability as a general model for all ethnic group behaviors and that a “full”
theory of group behavior and psychology must include intergroup and intragroup
variability, a perspective that is highly congruent with the present approach. As Yuki
observed, “Despite the lack of empirical evidence, numerous observers have interpreted
East Asian collectivism from the position of social identity theory” (p. 168). This
scholarly admonition suggests that our theories regarding self-concept and social
constructs like race must be informed by models and methods that are demonstrably
ecological valid within a non-Western context.
As a final example of the complexities regarding racial identification, consider the
following study by Wiley (2019), which illuminates how perceived discrimination due to
miscategorization errors can lead to less positive feelings within minority groups.
Specifically, 99 Dominican American students were asked to read an article describing
the perceived discrimination of Dominican Americans either due to their language /
immigration status or their ethnicity / race, where they were deliberately and erroneously
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grouped with African Americans. Afterwards, the students completed measures assessing
their attitudes and similarity to African Americans. What were the findings? The
Dominican students who read the article on perceived discrimination due to race reported
fewer positive attitudes towards African Americans and more dissimilarity from African
Americans. Dominican American students who did not view themselves as similar to
African Americans students also reported fewer positive attitudes towards African
Americans. As Wiley concluded, “intraminority relations can suffer when members of
racial or ethnic groups perceive that their group faces discrimination based on a category
with which they do not identify” (p. 5).
As the above examples illustrate, and presaging the theory and data presented
next, the key points thus far are that labels and categories regarding race and ethnicity
often minimize vast variability within specific ethnic or racial categories because 1)
within group differences are underestimated or underemphasized, 2) models and methods
do not sufficiently account for non-Western cultural and population characteristics, and
3) identity commitments and attributions are ignored or diminished. Ironically, such acts
of omission and commission may result in the very sort of stereotyping their proponents
rightly decry, by inadvertently assuming characteristics such as skin color –important
though that is as a predictive variable – is all that needs to be known in terms of the
diverse etiologies and rich interiorities that shape and structure identity and self. By
extension, actions, policies, and practices that flow from such conceptual frameworks are
destined to be reductive and ineffective become they do not take intrapsychic or
interpersonal complexities into account.
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Complicating matters further, prejudice is defined by Aronson (2004) as “a hostile
or negative attitude toward a distinguishable group based on generalizations derived from
faulty or incomplete information” (p. 243). Abundant scholarship demonstrates that
Black people, like White people, are entirely capable of perceiving others in prejudicial
terms (e.g., Tabit et al., 2016). As such, rather than conceptualizing the problem only in
racial terms, the real issue here may be who has access to power – e.g., economic,
political, judicial, etc. – relative to others. Because all of us are psychological capable of
thinking, feeling, and acting in a prejudicial manner, if we are going to reimagine racism,
perhaps we also need to consider access to and usage of power in addition to the
underlying beliefs people clearly have about “the other,” and the undeniable implications
of those beliefs for subsequent actions, policies, and practices, for better or worse. These
are the very sorts of considerations that not only inform why we seek to “reimagine
racism,” but how we do so through the following model and method, which are described
next.

Equilintegration (EI) Model:
Interactions Among Beliefs, Needs, and Self
The Equilintegration (EI) model is a composite of EI theory and the EI Self. Both
are integral components of understanding the theoretical framework underlying the BEVI
which is the empirical measure used in this study. The EI model provides a
comprehensive understanding of how the human self is constructed from the standpoint
of complex interactions among “formative variables” (e.g., life history, ethnicity, gender,
etc.), “adaptive potential” (e.g., the genetically-mediated capacities and inclinations that
are unique to each of us), "core needs” (e.g., motivational processes that “drive” the
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human organization to fulfill such needs over the course of life), and “beliefs and values”
(e.g., conceptual, affective, and semantic codifications regarding how individuals
experience and describe self, others, and the larger world). From the standpoint of the
current study, to “reimagine racism,” these constructs and interactions must be
sufficiently understood in order to make sense of why we make the categorical
assignments we do (e.g., on the basis of race and ethnicity), since such designations may
have as much, if not more, to say about who “we are” than some presumed reality “out
there” that would be agreed upon by everyone (e.g., Tabit et al., 2016). Although more
information is available through multiple sources and materials (e.g., www.thebevi.com),
for the sake of brevity, beliefs are understood as discrete versions of reality that are held
to be true, false, good, or bad, can be expressed as such (e.g., as belief statements), and
not necessarily conscious or rational. Beliefs also are the building blocks from which
values are constructed. Beliefs and values “exist in the service of need,” in that these
versions of reality represent the culmination of internalized conceptual and affective
“constructs” that emerged as a result of the “best adaptation” available to the individual
could hope for in order to meet the maximum degree of need (e.g., Shealy, 2016b).
The interdependent and synergistic process between beliefs, values, and needs is further
explained by EI Theory and the EI self.

Equilintegration Theory
Basically, Equilintegration or EI Theory,
explain[s] the process by which beliefs, values, and worldviews are acquired and
maintained, why their alteration is typically resisted, and how and under what
circumstances their modification occurs... [while] the BEVI is “designed to
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identify and predict a variety of developmental, affective, attributional processes
and outcomes that are integral to EI Theory (Shealy, 2004, p. 1075).
There are six guiding principles comprising EI theory. The first is etiological,
which addresses the origins of “beliefs and values,” which are mediated and moderated
(i.e., influence or determined) by interactions among 1) adaptive potential (e.g.,
genetically mediated inclinations and capacities), 2) core needs (e.g., motivational
“drivers” of human development, functioning, and striving such as attachment or
affiliation), 3) formative variables” (e.g., the forces and factors that shape whom we
become and how we are perceived), and define us to ourselves or caregivers,
siblings/peers, relationships, and contextual backgrounds), and 4) extant contingencies
(e.g., the conditions and circumstances around us on a momentary basis that reinforce or
punish particular ways of thinking, feeling, and behaving).
The second principle is mediational, which explains how beliefs and values are
central mediating processes for behavior at multiple levels of analysis. This principle
recognizes that beliefs and values can be implicit and unconscious and are not necessarily
rational or logically grounded, but are an experience and expression of an individual’s
unique “version of reality” (Shealy, 2016c).
The third principle is constitutive, which involves the construction of the beliefs
and values themselves. Beliefs and values are acquired and determined by the
fundamental dimensions of the self (i.e.., formative, regulatory, contextual, perceptual,
experiential, and integrative).
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The fourth is explicative. Beliefs and values can provide a plethora of information
about the organization and structure of the “self.” Additionally, beliefs and values
provide insight into phenomena that are meaningful in a variety of settings and contexts.
Resistant is the fifth principle, which explains why beliefs and values are not
easily altered. Mainly, because “beliefs and values exist in the service of need,” they
represent the conceptual and affective codification (ultimately at a neurobiological level)
of how each individual has come to try and maximize the potential and likelihood of
meeting “core needs” (i.e., when we say what we believe, we ultimately are expressing
versions of reality that evolved in the context of trying to get core needs met).
The last principle is transformational. In order to change beliefs and values, core
needs must be activated, a process that involves an emotionally charged reflective
process, which ultimately may lead to an experience of and/or reflection upon extant
beliefs and values that may or may not be aligned with the highest potential for meeting
that core need (again, in the context of each person’s unique adaptive potential).

Equilintegration Self
Derivative of EI Theory, the EI Self “seeks to represent in pictographic form [see
figure below] the integrative and synergistic processes by which beliefs and values are
acquired and maintained as well as how these are linked to the Core Needs and Adaptive
Potential of the self… different versions of Reality (VORs) may be ascertained via a
valid and sufficiently comprehensive measure, such as the Beliefs, Events, and Values
Inventory (BEVI)” (Shealy, 2016c, p. 96).
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Figure 1
Pictograph of the Equilintegration Self

The EI Self is a lifespan developmental model. It basically illustrates the
interactions described above (in the discussion of EI Theory) between adaptive potential
and core needs at the “endoself” level (the center of the self) and the formative variables
at the “exoself” level. This interaction is “laid down” as belief / value content and
structure at the “ectoself” level, which is mediated by the “mesoself,” which serves as a
bridge between the endoself and ectoself (i.e., determining whether belief / value content
– new, burgeoning, or established – is likely to meet core needs and adaptive potential).
More specifically, the endoself is the core self and innermost self-structure. The endoself
exists at birth and contains / expresses the adaptive potential of each human being
through the nine core needs that are integral to the human condition (e.g., affiliation,
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attachment). The next level is the mesoself or mediation self, which is responsible for the
management of belief / values content and structure (e.g., filtering, screening) in order to
cultivate the greatest likelihood of getting needs met. The ectoself is the “shell self”
where beliefs and values reside; these are represented by the squares (beliefs) and clusters
of squares (values) in Figure 3. Beliefs cluster together to create values, which are
clustered further into “schemattitudes,” which when taken as a whole – i.e., the outer ring
of the ectoself – comprise someone’s worldview. Lastly, the exoself – the “external self”
– refers to the fact that the human self always is interacting with factors and forces
beyond the physical being, which shape and influence what is available for acquisition
(as beliefs and values) based upon prevailing dynamics and contingencies (see Shealy,
2016b).

BEVI:
Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory
The BEVI is designed to identify and predict attribution processes and outcomes
integral to Equilintegration or EI Theory and the EI Self, which together comprise the EI
Model. With over 70,000 administrations around the world (as of this writing), the BEVI
is used in a wide array of settings and contexts, including conducting research, evaluating
learning experiences (e.g., multicultural courses), promoting learning objectives (e.g.,
increased awareness of self, others, and the larger world), and facilitating growth and
development. The BEVI is a grounded theory measure, meaning it was derived from
actual statements made by real people in very diverse and international settings and
contexts, which were later analyzed statistically to identify organizing patterns among
those statements. More specifically, the BEVI…
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is designed to assess a number of relevant processes and constructs including (but
not limited to): basic openness; receptivity to different cultures, religions, and
social practices; the tendency (or not) to stereotype in particular ways; self and
emotional awareness; and preferred but implicit strategies for making sense of
why ‘other’ people and cultures ‘do what they do’ (Shealy, 2016b, p. 99).
BEVI results are displayed via an array of indexes and scales and through
multiple report generation options. For example, “Aggregate Profile” illustrates the
dynamic interplay across the 17 factor analytically derived scales on the BEVI, which are
as follows: Negative Life Events, Needs Closure, Needs Fulfillment, Identity Diffusion,
Basic Openness, Self Certitude, Basic Determinism, Socioemotional Convergence,
Physical Resonance, Emotional Attunement, Self Awareness, Meaning Quest, Religious
Traditionalism, Gender Traditionalism, Sociocultural Openness, Ecological Resonance,
and Global Resonance (scales also are clustered under the auspices of 7 different
domains, such as “Formative Variables” or “Critical Thinking”).
As a mixed methods measure, the BEVI also includes three experiential reflection
items: 1) Describe which aspect of this experience [e.g., taking the BEVI independently
or through a cultural/diversity program] has had the greatest impact upon you and why;
2) Is there some aspect of your own “self” or “identity” (e.g., ethnicity, gender, sexual
orientation, etc.) that has become especially clear or relevant to you or others as a result
of this experience? And 3) what have you learned and how are you different as a result of
this experience? Further information about the BEVI may be found at http://thebevi.com/.
Moderating Variables and the Structure of the Self:
Empirical Implications from the BEVI
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Thus far, we’ve described some of the “big picture” realities and issues
surrounding race and ethnicity, which was followed by a brief description of the EI
model and BEVI method that will be used to help us “reimagine racism.” Now, let’s
consider a range of BEVI-based findings that will help illustrate how the BEVI
illuminates the underlying factors and forces that mediate and moderate (i.e., influence or
cause) the beliefs and values we claim as our own. We do so by briefly reviewing salient
findings across several different domains: gender traditionalism, religious certitude,
political ideology, justice system, and multicultural education.

Gender Traditionalism
Gender remains one of the most highly debated and divisive topics in society.
From identifying as cisgender, transgender, or nonbinary to understanding the terms and
what it means to identify as such, it is essential to understand the etiology of gender
ideology and our beliefs and values about who males and females as well as non-binary
individuals are and are not. Pendleton et al. (2016) explored these perspectives through
the lens of Gender Traditionalism, one of the scales on the BEVI. Overall, gender
traditionalism is defined as “the degree to which an individual endorses traditional,
simple, and essentialist views regarding gender and gender roles, while also tending to
endorse and promote gender inequity” (Pendleton et al., 2016, p. 261; Davis &
Greenstein, 2009). Among other findings, the authors discovered that a range of variables
affected the degree to which an individual was likely to be high or low on Gender
Traditionalism. More substantively – and speaking to the interacting nature of this work
between predictors, constructs, and outcomes – Pendleton et al. discovered that a higher
degree of education on the part of fathers was associated with a lower degree of gender
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traditionalism in offspring, which also was predictive of higher grade point averages.
Their findings demonstrated the importance of understanding the impact the
aforementioned and other formative variables have on the gender traditionalism. As the
authors discussion, from an applied standpoint, such research also can help us develop
and deliver “minimally threatening and maximally constructive educational and processbased interventions that may help the genders understand why they ‘become what they
become’ and how we might better raise ‘the gendered self’ in such a manner that is more
congruent with what we actually need as human beings, irrespective of gender” (Shealy,
2016d, p. 629).

Religious Certitude
Working with another scale / construct from the BEVI – Religious Traditionalism
– Brearly et al. (2016) sought to answer the question why differences in religious beliefs
were often linked to conflict between individuals and groups by examining the factors
and forces that are associated with one’s relative degree of “certainty” regarding religious
beliefs and values. A wide range of outcomes were associated with a higher degree of
religious certitude, which interrelated with other aspects of identify and self (e.g.,
emotional capacity, critical thinking, etc.). Interestingly, they also found evidence
suggesting within-group differences on religious certitude may be greater than betweengroup differences. The authors suggested this supported a need to abstain from utilizing
stereotypes about religious or nonreligious persons and assuming that members of the
same self-reporting group are all like-minded. As the authors concluded,
...what is recommended most is the cultivation of a culture of humble curiosity
and respectful exploration in which individuals may interact with those who hold
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a different religious or nonreligious perspective in an honest, authentic, inquiring,
and intellectually responsible manner. Perhaps, if we strive to nurture psyches that
are less inclined toward certitude, human beings will be freer to exercise religious
faith or nonreligious faith on the basis of a richly earned awareness of why one
does or does not believe as one does. (p. 365).
Similar to the sentiments expressed by Pendleton et al. (2016) on gender, Brearly et al.
encourage participation in critical reflective thinking interventions via educational and
psychological processes to understand the (non)religious systems of thought a person has
been exposed to and the degree to which one is curious, open, and willing to explore
perspectives different from their own.

Political Ideology
Politics, especially within the United States, has been a divisive and emotionally
activating topic, particularly of late. Edmunds et al. (2016) explore the causes and
consequences of such polarization using BEVI data through multiple analytic procedures.
From their perspective, such an approach
is important because political ideology is one aspect of the self that influences
how one sees and engages the world and yet, this aspect of self is also affected by
how the world shapes it through various processes (e.g., life history, genetics,
personality) … such aspects may be influenced by different factors including…
level of openness” (p. 303).
These mediators and moderators substantially impact decision making processes and
social influences of events and phenomena like Black Lives Matter, the #MeToo
Movement, and debates regarding abortion and gay marriage. Drawing upon multiple
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sources that are aligned with the EI framework (e.g., Jost et al., 2003), and among other
findings, they observe that the etiology of specific ideologies are adopted because they
meet relational, epistemic, and existential needs (Edmunds et al., 2016). Moreover,
findings suggest that political beliefs and values are more polarized than at any point for
well over two decades. Additionally, Edmunds et al. (2016) offered three summary
observations from their theoretical and empirical exploration of the etiology of political
ideology: depth, interactions, and self-preservation matters.
In regard to depth of self-organization within political differences, the authors
found political affiliations represent the “best fit” to the structure of the self rather than a
logical process for deciding what one’s beliefs through various political considerations.
Interestingly, negative life events and socioemotional convergence (e.g., an inclination to
experience the world in shades of gray rather than black and white) were found to
correlate to the reported political affiliation. However, and importantly, for present
purposes, they also conclude that within group variability should be a key focus of such
analytic work since, for example, “various subsets of self-identified Republicans may be
more open, aware, and engaged than various subsets of self-identified Democrats”
(Edmunds et al., 2016, p. 325). Moreover, our political affiliations are determined by
factors largely out of one’s conscious awareness and acquired through a complex set of
interactions. In this regard, Edmunds et al. conclude that,
Ultimately, it may be more difficult to vilify ‘the other’ if we appreciate the
possibility that our political inclinations are nothing more or less than an
expression of how we are organized at the level of our Core Self. That is not to
say that change to our political affiliation is neither possible nor desirable, just
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that it stands to reason why we fight for our preferred political parties, since we
really are fighting to protect and preserve the viability and coherence of
underlying psychological structures, of which we may or may not be aware (p.
325-326).

Justice System
Another highly polemical topic is the United States judicial system and its impact
on the likelihood incarcerated persons are able to be rehabilitated with reduced likelihood
of recidivism. In this regard, the mission of the U.S. Department of Justice (2020a) is to
enforce the law and defend the interests of the United States according to the law;
to ensure public safety against threats foreign and domestic; to provide federal
leadership in preventing and controlling crime; to seek just punishment for those
guilty of unlawful behavior; and to ensure fair and impartial administration of
justice for all Americans.
Relatedly, the U.S. Department of Justice (2020b) describes the mission of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons (BOP) to “protect society by confining offenders in the controlled
environments of prisons and community-based facilities that are safe, humane, costefficient, and appropriately secure, and that provide work and other self-improvement
opportunities to assist offenders in becoming law-abiding citizens.”
To examine the underlying mediators and moderators of such missions (i.e., what
factors and forces are likely to facilitate or impede these goals), Hart and Glick (2016)
sought to investigate the underlying beliefs and values that are integral to actions,
policies, and practices regarding “criminality” as well as whether the impartial delivery
of justice is even possible. Among other findings from both empirical and applied work
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with the BEVI, they also examine how incarcerated persons express and experience their
feelings and needs regarding their past, present, and future via an intensive workshop
with incarcerated individuals (Hart & Glick, 2016, p. 486). Among other conclusions, in
its present form, they contend that multiple biased factors profoundly influence the
conceptualization and dispensation of “justice” (e.g., jury selection, judgeship elections,
expert witnesses, eyewitness testimony, and monetary influences on every aspect of the
legal system). Additionally, they describe the relationship between fundamental belief
systems (e.g., about religion and politics) and the degree to which a punitive approach
towards criminality is preferred. Such findings are supported by additional research (e.g.,
Applegate et al., 2000), which identified that: 1) punitiveness was positively predicted by
religious beliefs that focus on harsh attitudes and 2) less harsh and more rehabilitative
attitudes are predicted by religious attitudes focused on forgiveness and compassion.
Such linkages are mediated by dispositional attributions for criminal behavior that often
are endorsed by those who self-identify as conservative (Cochran et al., 2006; Jacobs &
Carmichael, 2002). As Shealy (2016d) observes along these lines, “Ultimately, from the
standpoint of beliefs and values, how we regard and treat those members of our society
who are simultaneously among the least admired and most in need speaks volumes about
our fundamental morality as a people” ( p. 635). Overall, Hart and Glick (2016) report
that a wide range of variables and developmental trajectories influence whether, how, and
to what degree “justice” is meted, including racial biases, dysfunctional parenting
practices, temperamental deficits in processing emotional stimuli, and deficits in
disrupted socialization processes during formative years.
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Such themes emerged poignantly and pointedly from their workshop results as
well with incarcerated individuals. For example, participants “very much” wanted to
discuss issues of beliefs, values, needs, and feelings as they relate to their life history and
future goals. However, the environments in which incarcerated individuals are placed
seem to be deliberately organized to diminish the prospect of meaningful growth or
development. That is because current approaches are ineffective if not contraindicated
vis-à-vis the goals of lowering recidivism rates and increasing family and community
well-being. As Hart and Glick (2016) conclude,
Far too often, our systems of justice justify their activities based on discredited
models of human nature, which perpetuate rather than attenuate the very problems
they ostensibly are designed to prevent. In the process of dispensing such
primitive forms of justice, we do far more harm to criminals – as well as those
who subsequently will be victimized upon their release – than any good our
collective desire for retribution ever will produce (p. 521-522).

Multicultural Education
Multicultural education is described collectively as an educational reform
movement, idea, and/or process that seeks to cultivate intercultural awareness in order to
reduce racism and prejudice among diverse groups through modified educational
curricula (Tabit et al., 2016). Multicultural education was created in response to the Civil
Rights movement to challenge the biases of K-12 curricula, which often have been based
historically upon an Anglo-European hegemonic worldview. Obstacles to achieving the
goals of multicultural education include but are not limited to student resistance,
designation of syllabi that do not include multicultural education principles, a lack of
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formal K-12 diversity experiences, and racial and ethnic mismatches and
misunderstandings between students and teachers, including negative attributions about
students (e.g., Dee, 2005; Steele & Aronson, 1995). For example, “both White and
minority (i.e., Black and Hispanic) students were more likely to be perceived as
disruptive by a teacher who does not share the student’s racial traits” (Tabit et al., 2016,
p. 178).
In their analyses of various approaches to multicultural education, Tabit et al
(2016) used the BEVI to examine both pre- and post-test outcomes as well as the types of
mediators (e.g., process-based variables such as Emotional Attunement on the BEVI) and
moderators (e.g., categorical variables such as ethnicity or gender) that were empirically
associated with “change” or the lack thereof as a result of multicultural education
interventions and experiences. They did so upon the basis of the following rationale:
... as the composition of the United States continues to become more diverse, a
corresponding need exists to facilitate understanding and positive relations among
individuals from different backgrounds… the reduction and resolution of
intergroup conflict is a crucial undertaking that has received substantial attention
in research and practice (p. 178).
In one notable study of students who were exposed to a mandatory course on
different world cultures in order to increase intercultural openness, the opposite effect
occurred: by the end of the course, students were more emotionally activated, but also
became more rigid and closed regarding their interest in engaging with cultures different
from their own, and endorsing more simplistic and black and white attributions in general
regarding why human beings do what they do. As Tabit et al (2016) observe, such
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empirical outcomes were the opposite of what was intended – to “facilitate learning
outcomes including sociocultural openness and tolerance for cultures different from one’s
own” (Tabit et al., 2016, p. 192). In exploring the reasons for these outcomes, the authors
explored the complex factors that influence the variable Sociocultural Openness (e.g.,
through structural equation modeling). Among other findings, those with a higher degree
of Sociocultural Openness on the BEVI tended to have a higher degree of interest in such
experiences at the outset and satisfaction from them upon completion. Moreover, nonCaucasian status as well as a higher degree of mother’s education also were associated
with higher Sociocultural Openness by offspring.
The implications of this study, and other reported data along similar lines, are that
we must take into consideration the complex variables that interact together to produce
such outcomes while also focusing pedagogically on “process” as much (if not more)
than “content” in the design and delivery of multicultural education courses and
interventions. Presaging the analyses presented next, the authors recommend that we
normalize our differences in beliefs and values and use such observations at a metalevel
to promote reflection and discussion throughout. As another best practice, they
recommend the inclusion of self / group assessment processes focusing on why we come
to acquire the beliefs and values we do regarding matters of race, ethnicity, or culture
rather than what beliefs and values are “right” or “correct.” In summarizing their
findings and attendant recommendations, Tabit et al. (2016) offer the following
conclusion:
The capacity for prejudice and misuse of power is a part of the human condition,
and not the purview of any one group. Wise multicultural interventionists
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acknowledge and communicate such realities… we must recognize that we are
not somehow immune to the same biasing forces and factors that shape all human
beings and should acknowledge and account for these very real possibilities in
ourselves, in the roles we assume, pedagogies we develop, and interventions we
deliver (p. 200).

Reimagining Racism:
What We’ve Learned from the Sociocultural Openness Scale on the BEVI
Implicit, if not explicit, from the above findings – and central to the task before us
if we are to “reimagine racism” – is the need to comprehend the complexity of who we
are in general (i.e., how we work at the level of self and identity) as well as how we each
become shaped as we are through our unique life experiences, including, but not limited
to, our racial and ethnic status.1 At a broader level, if we are to “cultivate globally
sustainable selves” (e.g., http://summitx.org/), it is essential to understand why and how
beliefs and values that are “racist” come to be internalized in the first place as well as the
linkage between such convictions and their attendant actions, policies, and practices,
locally, nationally, and globally. Among other salient questions in this regard, we have to
understand how the human self and identity are organized as they are. What comprises
these constructs? How do parts interact with and become part of the larger whole? (e.g.,
Spaeth et al., 2016).

1

Because this project is derivative of long-term programmatic research involving a common conceptual
model and assessment measure, and to ensure coherence and consistency, selected theoretical perspectives
and empirical findings have been excerpted and/or adapted from Shealy (2016a), the website for the
Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory (www.thebevi.com), and Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory
Assessment of Global Identity (see https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-15-5362-2_6).
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For example, if we are to “reimagine racism,” we must first appreciate that it is
neither possible nor advisable to understand or apprehend racial beliefs and values apart
from other components from how the human self is structured. Consider the following
belief statement that loads statistically on Sociocultural Openness from the BEVI: We
should do more to help minority groups in our society. This belief statement is not only
about “minority groups,” but what we “should do” in that regard, a question that is
inherently emotional in nature and derivative of one’s own life history and meaningmaking inclinations. To delve further, review Figures 2 and 3 below in the context of
related items on the BEVI such as We should try to understand cultures that are different
from our own and I enjoy learning about other cultures. Consider Figures 2 and 3 (see
below).
As is apparent, Ethnicity, as a formative variable, is a predictor of Sociocultural
Openness, one of the 17 scales on the BEVI. Sociocultural Openness measures the degree
to which individuals feel inclined to be curious and receptive to beliefs and values of
cultures different from their own. As previously mentioned (Tabit et al., 2016), the
structural equation models (SEM) in Figure 2 and 3 indicates that Non-Caucasian status
is associated with a higher degree of Sociocultural Openness as well as interest and
satisfaction in multicultural and international learning experiences (Tabit et al., 2016,
p.197). Structural equation modeling allows for the examination of complex relationships
among constructs that are hypothesized to exist in a particular theoretical relationship to
one another (i.e., the “model” in the SEM). In doing so, it is possible to example
complex relationships between (a) formative variables (e.g., as the EI Self indicates, such
variables are those that are associated with how and why we become “structured” as we
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do from a belief/value standpoint); (b) mediators (e.g., on the BEVI, these consist of
specifical scales, which capture a range of processes, including the belief that “core
needs” we met during childhood and adolescence, such as the need for emotional
attunement with others); and (c) outcomes (e.g., how such formative variables and
mediators are associated with specific behaviorally oriented outcomes). Sociocultural
Openness, in this instance, is a functional result of such interactions. Such findings align
with the EI theoretical perspective which suggests that “the greater the degree one reports
that their ‘core needs’ were met in a ‘good enough’ manner, the more likely that same
individual will demonstrate the capacity and inclination to attend to the ‘other’ as well as
‘the larger world’ in addition to the concerns of one’s ‘own self’” (Tabit et al., 2016, p.
197).
Figure 2
SEM Association of Formative Variables, Mediators, and Outcomes on the BEVI by
Interest
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Figure 3
The SEM Association of Formative Variables, Mediators, and Outcomes on the BEVI by
Satisfaction

In addition to SEM findings, another fruitful approach to understanding the
interconnectedness between “racial” beliefs and values and other constituents of self and
identity can be ascertained through correlation matrix findings (e.g., in this statistical
approach, all scales on a measure are correlated with themselves to find out what the
relationship is among them at a construct level). Here again, let’s review Sociocultural
Openness from the BEVI, but this time, in relation to other BEVI scales. What do we
find? Basically, as Table 1 illustrates, individuals who are higher in Sociocultural
Openness tend to report more of their core needs were met during childhood (e.g.,
affiliation and acceptance); are more likely to be concerned about the environment and
subsequent natural world in addition to holding and tolerating cognitive/affective
complexity and ambiguity; are more likely to be interested in and open to affect in self
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and other; and are less likely to report traditional religious beliefs, insist that they are
completely confident and assured about who they are, report experiencing unhappy
childhood events or experiences, and express contrary or argumentative attitudes for the
sake of doing so (e.g., from Tabit et al., 2016; Shealy, 2016a).
Table 1
Correlation Matrix Findings Illustrating the Relationship Between Sociocultural
Openness and Other BEVI Scales

Reimaging Racism:
Learning from Different Organizational Structures of the Human Self
As should be clear by now, race / ethnicity (e.g., skin color, hair texture,
language, practiced religion and traditions) most certainly carries predictive weight
across all manner of metrics. Likewise, the effects of racism – individual, group,
structural, systemic – are real and deep just as they are historic and contemporary. We
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support all efforts to address and attenuate racism in all of its forms. We see our work
here as aligned with such goals by “going deeper” into the phenomena and manifestation
of beliefs and values about race to illuminate how, why, under what circumstances, and
for whom such cognitive and affective structures emerge in the first place. One
implication of this approach is that we would do well to avoid stereotyping in any form –
that is, seeing all people with a singular characteristic (e.g., skin color) as similar or “the
same” – since they empirically are not as we demonstrate further below.
Overall, the ways in which human beings regard race (e.g., from a perceptual and
experiential standpoint) is integrally linked to how human selves are structured. From the
standpoint of the EI model and BEVI method, human selves that are “optimally”
structured tend to be empirically more open, aware, sophisticated, emotionally attuned,
and non-reductionistic (Tabit et al., 2016). As a variable, the predictive potency of racial
/ ethnic status tends to lessen as the human self empirically becomes more “optimal” in
its organizational structure as we will illustrate next. More specifically, through the
following analysis, we seek to examine the following questions:
1. How might the EI theoretical framework and BEVI further our understanding of
the role of the formative variable ethnicity on the development of sociocultural
openness?
2. Does a higher degree of sociocultural openness on the BEVI mediate specific
outcome variables relative to racial/ethnic groups?
3. What are the implications of this theoretical model and assessment method for the
facilitation of better understanding and relations within and between racial/ethnic
groups?
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4. How can the implications be transferred into real-life applications in the world-atlarge?

Method
The current study builds on that which has been presented above, much of which
is derived from a multi-year, multi-institution initiative called the Forum BEVI Project
(https://forumea.org/research-bevi-project/), which brought together thousands of
respondents from around the world to examine processes of learning, growth, and
development. In this regard, it may be helpful to understand the relationship between the
Forum BEVI and this specific project. For this particular study, we accessed the Forum
BEVI project database (see the above link for more information). The BEVI sample
consists of the top and bottom 30 percent of participants based on their Full Scale Score.
The participants were undergraduate students at the time of data collection. All were
engaged in an internationalized education experience such as study abroad, a global
cultural awareness course on campus, or the hosting of an international student. Given the
moderating variable of this study is ethnicity, the analysis included data from 780 who
self-identified as Caucasian and 708 as non-Caucasian.
The 17 scales of the BEVI are clustered under seven separate domains: I.
Formative Variables; II. Fulfillment of Core Needs; III. Tolerance of Disequilibrium; IV.
Critical Thinking; V. Self Access; VI. Other Access; and VII. Global Access (see
www.thebevi.com). For each administration of the BEVI, a Full Scale score also is
generated. To calculate the Full Scale score, 11 of the 17 scales are used. The reasons for
including some scales but not others are both empirical – based on correlation matrices
and factor analyses – and theoretical, in that inclusion of specific scales across various
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domains is supported by the Equilintegration (EI) model that undergirds the BEVI
method (Shealy, 2016b). Overall, a higher or lower score on each of these specific scales
results in a higher or lower Full Scale score. For any given group who has taken the
BEVI, the highest 30 percent of Full Scale scorers are understood, for interpretive
purposes, as "High Optimal" scorers; the middle 40 percent of Full Scale scorers are
understood as "Middle Optimal" scorers; the lowest 30 percent of Full Scorers are
understood as "Low Optimal" scorers.
The specific scales, as well as their directionality in terms of contributing to a
higher or lower Full Scale Score are as follows (i.e., in addition to the scale number and
name, the designation of "higher" means that a higher score on this specific scale
contributes to a higher Full Scale score, while the designation of "lower" means that a
lower score on this specific scale contributes to a lower Full Scale score): Scale 3, Needs
Fulfillment (Higher); Scale 5, Basic Openness (Higher); Scale 6, Self Certitude (Lower);
Scale 7, Basic Determinism (Lower); Scale 10, Emotional Attunement (Higher); Scale
11, Self Awareness (Higher); Scale 13, Religious Traditionalism) (Lower); Scale 14,
Gender Traditionalism (Lower); Scale 15, Sociocultural Openness (Higher); Scale 16,
Ecological Resonance (Higher); and Scale 17, Global Resonance (Higher).
Using the Full Scale score as our differentiator, we examine the relationship
between high and low optimal individuals vis-à-vis the moderating (i.e., class or
categorical) variables of ethnicity. We recognize the term ethnicity is often used
interchangeably and/or is related to race. As noted above, race is a complex and nuanced
socially constructed concept dependent on sociocultural, historical, and biological
contexts. Similarly, ethnicity is also socially constructed and tends to be associated with
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cultural differences between groups (Betancourt & López, 1993). Moreover, since
ethnicity is the term used by the BEVI in its collection of demographic data, that term is
used for the current study. Overall, this methodological approach allows us to examine
and understand how and to what degree this moderating variable is associated with
group-based differences as measured by the BEVI.
The tables and figures in the Results section below represent the Full Scale score
comparisons between the highest and lowest 30%, referred to in figures and tables as
“top” and “bottom” groups. This comparative technique is an analytic method known as
the extreme groups approach or EGA (Preacher et al., 2005). We selected EGA to ensure
that sample characteristics were sufficiently divergent to ascertain valid and reliable
findings vis-a-vis the main research questions that comprise this study.
At the macro-level of analysis, we examine interactions between Full Scale scores
and the moderator of ethnicity, and then investigate mediating relationships for each
moderator between the Full Scale score and specific individual BEVI scales. Such
analysis allows us to explore complex interactions with both moderating variables that
predict structures of beliefs and values and mediating variables associated with identity
development.
At the micro-level of analysis, we focus on specific aspects of racial identity, with
a particular emphasis on BEVI Scale 15, Sociocultural Openness, which measures the
degree to which an individual is progressive or open to a wide range of actions, policies,
and practices in the areas of culture, economics, education, environment, gender/global
relations, and politics. We then used the moderator of ethnicity to see whether this
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categorical variable is related to how, and why, individuals experience cultures different
form their own as they do (via the BEVI scale of Sociocultural Openness).

Results
Description and Interpretation of BEVI Profiles
BEVI profiles are typically comprised of two validity and seventeen process
scales. Although there are many ways to present scale scores, they often are presented as
a series of colored bars along with a number within each bar. The number within each
colored bar corresponds to the percentile score between 1 – 100 that an individual – or a
group – has been assigned on each scale based upon their overall response to the items
that statistically load on each BEVI scale (i.e., “loading” refers to which items have been
shown statistically to cluster together on a specific “construct” or scale of the BEVI, and
therefore comprise the items on that scale). For group reports, the score is called
“aggregate” because it represents the average score for all individuals in the group on a
specific scale (see www.thebevi.com for more information).

Highest and Lowest 30% Aggregate BEVI Profile
Aggregate Profile (seen in Figure 4) presents aggregated background information
and domain scores for the full scale scores of the entire study group (i.e., 1st – 100th
percentile). The full scale score is summative of scores from the seven domains of the
BEVI under which the 17 process scales are clustered: 1) Formative Variables; 2)
Fulfillment of Core Needs; 3) Tolerance of Disequilibrium; 4) Critical Thinking; 5) Self
Access; 6) Other Access; and 7) Global Access (see www.thebevi.com). It is most useful
for understanding where the overall group is at the outset of a learning, growth, or
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development experience and to track group results over time (i.e., from year to year).
There is a significant difference between the top group (BEVI participants whose full
scale scores fall in the top 30%) and the bottom group. The top participants’ full scale
scores on Sociocultural Openness fell within the 95th percentile while the bottom full
scale scores fell within the 34th percentile. What do such scores illustrate?
Figure 4
Highest and Lowest 30% Aggregate Profile of Overall Sample
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Basically, from the standpoint of the EI model and BEVI method, Figure 4
illustrates that the most important distinguisher between different groups of people is not
best (i.e., most comprehensively) explained by categorical variables including, but not
limited to, race or ethnicity, but rather how human selves are structured, both
conceptually and empirically. Here for example, we see vast differences between “high”
and “low” optimal selves across a number of scales including (but not limited to) Needs
Fulfillment (e.g., the degree to which humans express that core needs were met in a
“good enough way” and are subsequently able to experience and pursue life goals
effectively); Basic Openness (e.g., how able and willing are people to acknowledge basic
thoughts and feelings that tend to be normative regarding the human condition); Basic
Determinism (e.g., do people see the world in shades of gray or black and white);
Emotional Attunement (e.g., to what degree to people value the experience and
expression of emotion in self and other); and, very importantly for present purposes,
Sociocultural Openness (e.g., the degree to which people are open to, and interested in,
cultures and cultural beliefs / practices that are different from their own). In all of these
cases, as Figure 4 illustrates, “high optimal” individuals are much more likely to be
organized in a way that is open to and aware of these aspects and experiences of self,
others, and the larger world.

Highest and Lowest 30% Profile Contrast
On the BEVI, Profile Contrast illustrates how different and similar the group is
across all 17 BEVI scales via the lowest 30 percent, middle 40 percent, and highest 30
percent of full scale scores. Remember from the above discussion that the Full Scale
Score includes data from 11 of the 17 scales on the BEVI into a single score; higher Full
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Scale Scores – i.e., “high optimal” – refer to a composite score that indicates higher
scores on scales such as Self Awareness and Emotional Attunement and lower scores on
scales such as Basic Determinism and Gender Traditionalism. Profile Contrast is “key” to
interpreting whether and to what degree groupings by low, medium, and high full scale
scores are associated with different elevations on specific BEVI scales. For example,
such information may be helpful in interpreting the variability within a specific group,
which may range from minimal to substantial. Profile Contrast also may help users
apprehend how and why subgroups within the larger group show changes in similar and
different directions in the context of learning, growth, and development experiences.
Thus, this index is considered a more robust and nuanced measure of the differential
impact of specific learning experiences than are aggregated indices, which measure
subgroup differences or cancel out changes that are in fact occurring among subsets of
the larger group.1
As shown in Figure 5, the “top” scores (i.e., high optimal) fall above the 90th
percentile on Sociocultural Openness, with low variability. However, there is substantial
variability among the lowest, middle, and highest bottom groups. The highest bottom
scores fell within the 52nd percentile, which is substantially higher than the lowest
bottom scores, which falls at the 17th percentile. In other words, individuals who are
“high optimal” (i.e., the top 30%, middle 40%, and bottom 30% of the top 30% of
scorers) are much more alike than are individuals who are “low optimal” (i.e., the top
30%, middle 40%, and bottom 30% of the lowest 30% of scorers). These results suggest
that there is much less differentiation among “high optimal” and much greater
differentiation between “low optimal” scorers on Sociocultural Openness, a pattern that
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emerges time and again in similar analyses. However, the core of the matter at this level
is whether and to what degree such patters show up again when we make a differentiation
between Caucasian and Non-Caucasian groups.
Figure 5
Highest and Lowest 30% Profile Contrast of Overall Sample on BEVI Scale 15:
Sociocultural Openness

Highest and Lowest 30% Aggregate Profile by Ethnicity
Aggregate Profile by Ethnicity compares the scores of participants who report that
they are Caucasian to those who report that they are non-Caucasian across BEVI Scale
15: Sociocultural Openness (see Figure 6). Here, the “high optimal” scores are nearly
identical for the Non-Caucasian and Caucasian groups (they fall into the 96th and 95th
percentile respectively). However, there is greater variability among the “low optimal”
scores, with the Caucasian group falling at the 26th percentile whereas the NonCaucasians group falls at the 42nd percentile. In other words, even for “low optimal”
scorers (i.e., those with the lowest 30% of Full Scale Scores), there is a substantial
difference between the two groups. Unlike the “high optimal scorers,” Non-Caucasians
appear to be more open to and interested in cultures that are different from their own than
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the Caucasian group. In other words, at the “high optimal” level, there is no real
difference between Caucasian and non-Caucasian groups on their Sociocultural Openness
scores. Both groups are very high. In contrast, at the “low optimal” level, both groups –
Caucasian and non-Caucasian – are much lower than their “high optimal” counterparts,
but with low optimal Caucasians scoring lowest of all.
Figure 6
Highest and Lowest 30% Profile Contrast of Overall Sample on BEVI Scale 15:
Sociocultural Openness Moderated by Ethnicity

Discussion
The dissertation points out two seemingly disparate realities that both must be
comprehended if we are to “reimagine racism” in a way that is both honest and
constructive: honest, because we must look realistically at clear disparities between
Caucasian and Black individuals across a number of fundamental life metrics (e.g., health
care, education, justice, etc.). There can and must be no denying the present reality that
non-White people experience much harsher conditions, on average, than White people
across these metrics; surely, such objective outcomes on such basic life indices are
emergent from historical legacies of racism and all of its prejudicial manifestations,
which are, in many ways, systemic and institutional. At the same time, to “reimagine
racism” – and move forward constructively – it also behooves us to avoid simplistic,
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reductionistic, and yes – stereotypical – notions that all White people, just like all Black
people, are “built” in the same way. Why is that important? Because such recognition
allows us to go much deeper into the human heart and mind, exploring how development
and life history (e.g., formative variables) interact with adaptive potential and core need,
to “lay down” the belief / value structure we ultimately call real and good or false and
bad, including – but not limited to – contentions around race and ethnicity.
More specifically, as we’ve seen, among “high optimal” individuals – there really
is no difference in how matters of race and ethnicity are experienced, at least from the
standpoint of the Sociocultural Openness scale on the BEVI. Both groups are very high
in their interest in, and commitment to, the beliefs and practices of individuals who are
“different from them.” Such is not the case with “low optimal” individuals. Here, we
definitely see the Caucasian group as the lowest of all (26th percentile) in terms of their
Sociocultural Openness, with a substantial difference with low optimal non-Caucasian
individuals (42nd percentile). Perhaps such differences are in fact due to the greater
sensitivity to such matters by non-Caucasian individuals. However, an equally
compelling point is that non-Caucasian individuals can in fact be highly differentiated
from other non-Caucasian individuals, not on the basis of the color of their skin or other
self-referential aspects of identity (i.e., the racial or ethnic category to which one
ascribes), but rather on the empirical basis of how fundamental aspects of the “self” are
organized and measured.
The variability of the bottom group on the Sociocultural Openness scale (see
Figure 6) highlights the reason why it is important to be cautious of labeling and
stigmatizing an entire group of individuals in one way or another (e.g., racist, non-racist,
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etc.). Wiley’s (2019) study above offers a further example of the harmful impact of
inappropriately labeling and generalizing ethnic minority membership when conducting
research (e.g., influencing negative attitudes in one ethnic minority group in order to
distance themselves from the miscategorized racial group). That is because, as Wiley
(2019) observes, “when the value of a social group is threatened, committed group
members join together to defend it” (p. 2). This phenomenon, interacting with
qualitatively different self structures (i.e., “high” versus “low” optimal selves) very likely
contributes to the problematic discourses we’re having at the level of race and ethnicity
(e.g., a White person insisting that All Lives Matter in response to someone advocating
that Black Lives Matter). Such considerations certainly include, but go far beyond
matters of race and ethnicity, by illuminating how such interactions (e.g., between
formative variables, core needs, and belief / value structure) mediate and moderate a very
wide range of real world manifestations (e.g., gender relations, religious understanding,
environmental sustainability). As such, the implications of findings like these – which
illuminate fundamental differences in how and why selves and identities are structured as
they are – can help us understand what we mean by “globally sustainable selves” more
generally (e.g., http://summitx.org/).
A related takeaway is to note how our self-structures influence the ways in which
we experience self, other, and the larger world. Oftentimes, conflicts arise from feeling
unheard and invalidated because the core self feels unheard and invalidated. From an EI
perspective, these feelings arise from the core needs not being met in a “good enough”
manner. Ethnic background is just one of many formative variables (e.g., caregiver,
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peers/siblings, relationships/partnerships, life history, education, etc.) that influence how
the self becomes structured and whether or not the core needs are met.
The point is, as a construct, the presence or expression of “racism” may signify
much more than a hateful mindset from a racial majority member. Likewise, there is no
“one” form of racism. Although similar features (nearly identical in some instances) may
characterize racist beliefs, complex interactions underlie the manifestation of both racist
utterances as well attendant actions, policies, and practices that are mediated and
moderated by these underlying beliefs. Likewise, there is no “one” version of a “racist”
person, even though similar behaviors, nearly identical in some instances, may unite such
individuals in common cause. In other words, complex attributional and affective
interactions that may well be “racist” in expression result from unique lifetimes of
formative variables interacting with core needs, adaptive potential, and extant
contingencies.
Why do such considerations matter? Because as our data clearly indicate,
bolstered further by related literatures and findings reported above, reducing humans to
their pigmentation – whatever it may be – is an injurious act of stereotyping, which
desecrates the Reverend Martin Luther King’s “dream” that his children, and all of us,
“will one day live in a nation where they will not be judged by the color of their skin but
by the content of their character." Seeing each other in this simplistic and reductionistic
manner also conforms with Aronson’s (2004) definition of “prejudice as a hostile or
negative toward a distinguishable group based upon generalizations derived from faulty
or incomplete information” (p. 243). Data presented above demonstrate why such
generalizations are “faulty” and “incomplete” at best, since we clearly see that the issue
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often is not the color of one’s skin, but the content of one’s character, by which we mean
the empirically demonstrable structure of one’s self.
More constructively and hopefully, “high optimal selves" – Black, White, and
everywhere in between – appear to function in a very similar manner: to be more open,
aware, sophisticated, attuned, and caring. So while we continue our long quest to
eradicate racism in all of its forms, perhaps we also should also reflect on the admonition
from Julius Caesar – in a different age, which sounds remarkably similar to our own –
that “the fault…is not in our stars, but in ourselves.” In short, we can help ourselves
eradicate racism by reimagining what it is, not just in theory, but empirically, and in
practice. In so doing, we are more likely to “cultivate globally sustainable selves,”
creating the very character envisioned by Reverend King, Jr., since data clearly indicate
that how we treat and regard others who look differently from us is also highly correlated
with how we treat and regard the planet that sustains us (e.g., Kelly et al., 2016; see also
http://summitx.org/; ).
In the final analysis, conversations about race and ethnicity would be enhanced
substantially if we understood 1) that there are vast within group differences in both
majority and minority groups as well as 2) why and how the human self becomes
structured as it does. Confusion and dissonance are created when these differences are
misattributed to absolutist characteristics of entire groups of people. As a result, race and
ethnicity becomes the only variable being discussed when in fact, what we’re really
talking about is fundamental threat to the core needs of the self, especially when ethnicity
is highly salient to one’s identity. To deepen the possibilities for dialogue and
engagement within and between ethnic groups, we must understand more deeply how and
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why the human self is structured as it is, what is the narrative the self tells itself in regard
to identity, and how the structure of the self lends itself to either openness and receptivity
regarding these conversations or defensiveness and hostility (e.g., Tabit et al., 2016).
But to “reimagine racism” – and cultivate globally sustainable selves – how do we
apply findings like these in the real world? How best do we facilitate emotionally
activating and divisive discussions surrounding race and racial disparities? What would
policies, practices, and actions look like if we were able to truly engage with one another
in an open, curious, and reflective manner? Although there are multiple models and
methods for doing so (e.g., Iyer, 2013), one way is through the practice of cultural
humility, a concept coined by Tervalon and Murray-Garcia in 1998 to challenge the idea
of an individual’s ability to be “competent” in cultures of the person they interact and
work with as well as treat clinically. As they elaborate, cultural humility represents “a
lifelong commitment to self-evaluation and critique, to redressing power imbalances…
and to developing mutually beneficial and non-paternalistic partnerships with
communities on behalf of individuals and defined populations” (Tervalon & MurrayGarcia, 1998, p. 123). Through such practice, one cultivates the capacity to think
reflectively and critically about the beliefs and values of self, others, and the larger
culture. Cultural humility is also characterized by a curiosity, openness, and
inquisitiveness to cultures and people who are different from one’s own – and the
simultaneous avoidance of black and white thinking vis-à-vis ethnicity and race. In this
sense, the practice and aspiration of “cultural humility” appears to be remarkably
congruent with the empirical inclinations and capacities of our “high optimal”
individuals, who are comprised of the entire spectrum of colors and hues.
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In this regard, it is important to distinguish between cultural humility and cultural
competence as the latter often is viewed as a destination whereas cultural humility is an
ongoing journey throughout life. For example, Greene-Moton and Minkler (2019)
provided the following definition of cultural competency:
Cultural competence comprises behaviors, attitudes, and policies that can come
together on a continuum that will ensure that a system, agency, program, or
individual can function effectively and appropriately in diverse cultural
interaction and settings. It ensures an understanding, appreciation, and respect of
cultural differences and similarities within, among and between groups (p. 142).
The challenge of this definition, and any other that includes the word competence in
relation to understanding and being responsive to cultures different from one’s own, is
the seeming assumption that there is an “amount” of information that needs to be
internalized and integrated into one’s consciousness in order to “get it.” However, from
the standpoint of cultural humility, there is no ultimate state of “competence.”
In fact, as Tabit et al. (2106) document, the promotion of cultural competence – in
writing or in real time – is fraught with peril, no matter how well-meaning intentions are.
That is why mandatory “multicultural education” approaches so often fail. For minority
and non-minority individuals, participating in such programs may inadvertently promote
1) racialized and inaccurate conceptualizations of self and other, 2) blame and guilt
induction that shuts down communication and engagement, 3) misdiagnoses and false
assignments to additional programs or treatments that are assumed to be ameliorative,
often without compelling evidence, and/or 4) simplistic strategies, techniques, or
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solutions for addressing these very complex intrapsychic, interpersonal, and systemic
problems.
In short, as Tabit et al. (2016) illustrate, superficially designed and delivered
multicultural education / intercultural competence interventions may not only perpetuate
oppression and codify stereotypes, they also may silence and marginalize minority and
non-minority voices alike. Such approaches can dehumanize groups, by lumping
everyone together on the basis of simplistic observable characteristics rather than the
complexity of each person’s background, history, and individuality (e.g., Wiley, 2019).
Imagine the possibilities before us if discourse between racial/ethnic groups were
centered more on exploring beliefs and values – what they are, where they come from,
how they are internalized, and why they matter throughout life (e.g., Iyer, 2013). What
would our education, criminal justice system, public health, housing, workplace, and
political systems look like if we were able to critically and sympathetically explore and
evaluate our own belief / value structures? With all of the caveats necessary to such an
assertation, perhaps such an approach would help us focus more accurately and
constructively on why we are observing what we are observing in others? For example,
young Black and Brown children could be identified as having anxiety or depression –
which would make perfect sense, after all, given the formative variables to which they so
often are exposed – rather than being simplistically labeled as “defiant,” “oppositional,”
and “problem children.” With such attention and care regarding why we are who we are –
with an attendant emphasis on “cultivating character” in the form of “globally sustainable
selves – real world phenomena are likely to be positively affected.
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As another example and over time, through this more nuanced and individuallyfocused approach – which sees people as complex human beings rather than simplistic
and reductionistic categories – perhaps maternal mortality rates in Black women would
be reduced, the quality of prenatal care would improve, the significant gap would be
diminished between the sentencing of Black and White individuals, or better yet, we’d
promote alternatives to our punitive systems of incarceration (e.g., Hart & Glick, 2016).
If such awareness were cultivated, gerrymandering and redlining of neighborhoods would
be prohibited to ensure fair elections and housing prices. This admitted wish list is only
the beginning, but at the heart of it is the cultivation of greater empathy for us all,
particularly those who are on the receiving end of discriminatory power-based actions,
policies, and practices. Although such matters apply to both majority and minority
individuals, those in positions of relative power control the levers of society, allocating
reinforcers and meting out punishers from the standpoint of zero-sum belief systems. As
with our “high optimal” selves, cultivating cultural humility means that rules, mandates,
and laws are, and must be, emergent from belief systems that emphasize equity, integrity,
and compassion for all populations that are marginalized.
If we are truly working to create change, we need to be open to the realities of
past and present, by not denying or minimizing racism in all its forms. However, because
two wrongs do not make one right, we also would avoid the very stereotyping and
prejudicial thinking that perpetuate such egregious practices to this day. Understanding,
engaging, and promoting human complexity – from an etiological, descriptive, and
expressive standpoint – would be key priorities. Although the experience of such
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complexity in self and others can be painful, it is integral to a deeper understanding of
how we move forward from here.
In the final analysis, racism means more than hate and the misuse of power
towards marginalized racial and ethnic groups. Rather, we must appreciate that the legacy
of such overt forms of racism reverberate still in systems – in the actions, policies, and
practices that continue to marginalize disenfranchised groups across multiple levels of
analysis, from healthcare and criminal sentencing to education, housing, and
employment. Racism no longer manifests as frequently in the form of lynch mobs and
the burning down of neighborhoods, although those hate crimes may still occur. Now,
our battles are inherently about belief systems – whether Black Lives Matter, Blue Lives
Matter, or All Lives Matter – and why we embrace the versions of reality that we do.
Current manifestations of the legacy of racism emerge in the School to Prison Pipeline or
the impulse to separate the children of immigrants from their parents and hold them in
detention centers. In our present day, racism clearly may still manifest in the form of
hateful epithets or violent actions but is also just as likely to be shrouded in the language
of national security, respect for law enforcement, and the preservation of American
values.
As we regard each other across such ideological chasms, blame, criticism,
judgment, and confinement may have their place – when responding to egregious and
unrepentant acts of violence, for example – but such human-to-human condemnations
seldom lead to change. Rather, to “cultivate character” and “globally sustainable selves,”
it would help if we could reimagine racism, not as a “thing” to eradicate, but as human
manifestations of belief / value structures, which are derivative of a complex interaction
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between formative variables, core needs, and adaptive potential. Such reimagination
requires empathy, compassion, patience, openness, and understanding. We know such
capacity can be cultivated. We see it in our high optimal selves. Such individuals are
able to hear and feel the plight of others who are threatened, marginalized, and
disenfranchised. By understanding better why we are who we are, perhaps we will build
a multiracial society that has the capacity to care for all that we can be and become
together.
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